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Executive Summary

Overview

TheTown of Greenwich,CTôs(TOG) Building andZoningEnforcementDepartmentsservea populationof

approximately61,000 residentsand receivean averageof 3,588 permit applicationsper year. Seekingto

improveits permittingprocess,theTown engagedKJR Consulting(KJR) to conducta formal assessmentof

thecustomerôsexperiencewith the permit processacrossthe Building Department,Zoning Enforcement,

Planning& Zoning,InlandWetlandsAgency,SewerDepartment,HighwayDepartment,andtheDepartment

of EnvironmentalHealth. The purposeof this assessmentis to gain an accuratemeasureof customer

satisfactionlevelsandidentify anyareasfor improvementwithin thepermitapplicationprocess.

As phase one of the assessment,KJR developedand administereda 110-question online customer

satisfactionsurveywhich focusedon thefollowing key indicatorsof thecustomerexperience:

1. Length of wait to be served

2. Length of visit

3. Friendliness of staff

4. Helpfulness of staff

5. Clarity of verbal information

6. Clarity of written information

7. Clarity of online information

8. Task accomplishment

9. Application processing time

10.Overall satisfaction with visit

Results

A total of 460 surveyresponseswere received,292 of which containeduseabledata,giving the surveya

95% confidencelevel with a confidenceinterval of 5.5. The following dataand graphicspresenta high-

level summaryof thesurveyresults.

4.06
Out of 5

Overall Customer Satisfaction Score

*Weighted average

*
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Areas of Strength

The Helpfulnessof Staff, Friendlinessof Staff, and Overall Satisfactionwith Visit sectionswere all rated

favorablywith aggregatescoresfalling in the most favorablerange(color-codeddark-green). Helpfulness

and friendlinessof staff are the clearestareasof strengthas they were the only two dimensionsreceiving

dark-green scoresacrossall departmentsand respondenttypes. Thesewere also the two most highly

mentionedthemesamongthepositivecommentsgivenby respondents. While overallsatisfactionreceiveda

strongaggregatescore,it is worth notingthathomeownersgaveslightly lower ratingson this dimensionthan

otherrespondenttypes. Similarly, abouthalf of thesevendepartmentsscoredin the favorablerange(color-

codedlight-green). Althoughsmall, this inconsistencymay indicatethatsomeareaswithin theorganization

couldstill benefitfrom improvement.

Three Highest Rated Questions

How HELPFUL was the staff you spoke to? 4.51 p. 65

How FRIENDLY was the staff you spoke to? 4.50 p. 66

Overall, how satisfied are you with your visit? 4.29 p. 73

Areas for Improvement

Lengthof Visit andLengthof Wait both fall amongthe lowestratedquestionsin termsof aggregatescores.

The scoresfor length of wait consistentlyfall into the light-greenrangeacrossrespondenttypesand are

fairly evenlymixed betweenlight-greenanddark-greenacrossdepartments. However,scoresfor lengthof

visit showa bit morevarietywith two of therespondenttypesandoneof thedepartmentsfalling into thefair

range(color-codedyellow). The notion that the processtakestoo long or is too time consumingwas the

mosthighly mentionedthemeamongthenegativecommentsgivenby respondents.

Clarity of Online Informationreceivedmostly light-greenscoresacrossdepartmentswith oneyellow score

and one scorefalling into the needsimprovementrange(color-codedorange). This representsthe only

orangescorereceivedthroughoutthe entire survey. It also receivedtwo yellow scoresacrossrespondent

types. Although their aggregatescoresdid not meet the thresholdfor the three lowest rated questions,

Clarity of Verbal InformationandClarity of Written Informationshouldalsobe consideredamongthe top

areasfor improvement. Thescoreson thesedimensionsshowthegreatestinconsistencyacrossdepartments

(up to a 1.25 point difference) and collectively contain the highest concentrationof yellow scores.

Numerouscommentswerealsomadeaboutthe processbeingdifficult and informationbeingunavailable,

inaccurate,or confusing.

Three Lowest Rated Questions

How long was your visit? 3.53 p. 64

How CLEAR was any information, instructions or forms you received? - ONLINE 3.54 p. 69

Approximately how long did you wait in line? 3.82 p. 63

Executive Summary
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For phasetwo of the assessment,KJR conducteda customerfocusgroupin orderto gatherfurther insights

andsuggestionsfor improvementfrom theTownôspermitcustomers. Approximately19 customersattended

the sessionduring which they were askedto identify the challengethat would havethe most impact if it

wereresolvedandonepriority suggestionfor eachof the top-five areasfor improvement. SeeChapter3ï

CustomerFocusGroup(p. 177) for detaileddata.

During phasethreeof theassessment,KJR led a staff processimprovementsessionin orderto gatherfurther

insightsandsuggestionsfor improvementfrom Town staff. Approximately25 staff membersattendedthe

sessionduring which they wereaskedto mapthe stepsof the customerexperienceandbrainstormwaysto

improveit. SeeChapter4ïStaff ProcessImprovementSessions(p. 191) for detaileddata.

Finally, KJR synthesizedall of thedataandsuggestionscollectedthroughoutthethreephasesof assessment

to makeformal recommendationsfor improvementof the Town of Greenwichbuilding permit application

process. The following 12 recommendationswerepresentedto theTownôsproject teamfor consideration

andimplementation.

Communications

1. Establishandimplementa communicationstrategyto keepcustomersinformedaboutthe improvements

beingundertakenandprogressmade.

2. Reviewandrevisepaperformsandinstructionsfor clarity.

Technology

3. Acceptcreditcardsin all departments.

4. Createanonlinepermitapplicationandinspectionschedulingprocess.

5. Provideaccessto recordsandotherdataonline.

6. Createa seriesof videotutorials.

Training

7. Providecustomerservicetrainingto staff.

Staffing

8. Expandandunify counterhoursacrossdepartments.

9. Createa conciergeperson.

PhysicalSpace

10. Improvesignage.

11.Createa formalizedcustomerqueueingsystem.

12.Createa customerservicefast-lane.

Executive Summary
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Purpose

The Town of Greenwich,CTôsBuilding and Zoning EnforcementDepartmentsserve a population of

approximately61,000residentsandreceiveanaverageof 3,588permitapplicationsperyear. On occasion,the

Townôsemployeesand electedofficials receive negativefeedbackon the permit application processfrom

residentsandthemembersof externalstakeholdergroups. In responseto this feedback,theTown engagedKJR

Consulting (KJR), an independentfirm, to conduct a formal assessmentof the permit processcustomer

experience. The purposeof this assessmentis to gain an accuratemeasureof customersatisfactionlevelsand

identify anyareasfor improvementwithin thepermitapplicationprocess.

Method

PhaseI ïSurvey

SurveyDesign

Phaseone of the assessmentprocessconsistedof an online customersatisfactionsurvey. In order to

develop the survey, KJR learned about the permit application processby visiting the following

departmentsto submita mockpermit application: Building Department,ZoningEnforcement,Planning

& Zoning, Inland WetlandsAgency, Highway Department,Sewer Department,and Environmental

Health. This experiencewasusedto map thecustomersôjourney throughthe applicationprocessand

determinethemosteffectiveway to measurecustomersatisfaction.

A 110-questionsurvey was subsequentlydevelopedwhich focusedon the following key areasof

customersatisfaction:

1. Lengthof wait to beserved

2. Lengthof visit

3. Friendlinessof staff

4. Helpfulnessof staff

5. Clarity of verbalinformation

6. Clarity of written information

7. Clarity of onlineinformation

8. Taskaccomplishment

9. Applicationprocessingtime

10.Overallsatisfactionwith visit

(SeeAppendixC for completeSurveyQuestions)

Separate,yet similar, questionswereaskedabouteachparticipatingdepartmentto identify any service

disparitiesbetweendepartments. In order to reducethe risk of survey fatigue, a maximumof three

departmentswere askedabout in eachuniquesurveysubmissionwith priority given to the Building

Department,ZoningEnforcement,andPlanning& Zoning.

Introduction

Introduction
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Data Collection

Datawascollectedfrom December4th, 2017to March 9th, 2018to establishan initial benchmark

for customersatisfaction. The surveywas administeredonsiteat designatedkiosks,via email, by

distributing marketing cards with the survey link, and on the Townôswebsite. A contestwhich

awardedtwo $500 VISA gift cards was held to help promote survey participation during the

benchmarkperiod. KJR Consultingadministeredthe contestin its entirety (seeAppendix D for

Official SurveyContestRules). Additionally, a KJR staff memberwas onsitein the Building and

ZoningEnforcementoffice for two daysduring thebenchmarkperiodto personallyinvite customers

to providetheir feedbackby completingthesurvey.

ConfidenceLevel

A total of 460surveyresponseswerereceived. Of those,255werecompletedin their entiretyandan

additional37 containeduseabledata. Basedon a populationsize of 3,588, which representsthe

averagenumberof permit applicationsreceivedper year (excludingtradepermits),the surveyhas

achieveda95% confidencelevel with a confidenceintervalof 5.5.

RespondentDemographics

A limited amount of demographicaldata was also collected from each respondentin order to

determinewhetherthe permit applicationprocessis perceiveddifferently amongdifferent customer

types. This included the type of visitor they were (homeowner,contractor,permit expeditor,

attorney/land-usespecialist,or other), as well as the numberof times they had beenthrough the

permitapplicationprocess. A relativelyequalnumberof responseswerereceivedfrom homeowners

and professionals(45% and 55% respectively). A relatively equalnumberof responseswere also

receivedfrom thosefairly new to the processandthosewho havemoreexperience(53% and47%

respectively). Detailedbreakdownscanbefoundin theRespondentDemographicssection.

Limitations

The surveyis subjectto the following limitations. Due to the voluntary natureof the survey,the

results herein may be influenced by self-selection bias. The Building Department,Zoning

Enforcement,andPlanning& Zoningreceivedhigherresponseratesthanotherdepartmentsbecause

they received more visitors and were prioritized over other departmentsfor data collection.

Therefore,confidencelevelsmay be lower on somedepartmentsdueto receivingfewer responses.

Similarly, multiple criteria neededto be met in order for the questionñOnceyou paid your

applicationfee,wasyour permitapplicationprocessedwithin thestatedtimeframe?òto bedisplayed

to the respondent. This questionreceivedvery few responsesbecausethe criteria for it to be

displayedwas infrequently met. Therefore,there is very low confidencein the scoreson this

questionacrossall departments. It is recommendedthat thereadergive considerationto thenumber

of responseswhenevaluatingthe scoresof eachquestion. Finally, the recencyof respondentsôvisit

to Town Hall cannotbe surmisedon responsesthat were collectedvia the Town website. The

accuracyof suchratingsmaybereducedif thevisit took placemorethan90 daysprior to taking the

survey.

Introduction
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PhaseII ïCustomerFocusGroup

Attendance

All 255surveyrespondentswho hadprovidedtheir contactinformationwereinvited to participatein

a customerfocusgroupvia email. The focusgroupwasheldon theeveningof Wednesday,April 4,

2018in a Town Hall meetingroom. A total of 19 customersattendedthetwo anda half hoursession.

Slightly fewerhomeownersthanprofessionalswerein attendance.

PrizeAwards

Out of the255 respondentswho hadsubmittedcompletedsurveys,two $500gift cardwinnerswere

chosenvia computerizedrandomselection. Theprizeswereawardedto JohnHopper,a residentand

homeownerin the Town of Greenwich,andPatriciaMackeya local contractor. Both winnerswere

notified via phoneandemail,andbothattendedthecustomerfocusgroupto collecttheir prizes.

PhaseIII ïStaff ProcessImprovementSessions

Session1

An all-staff meetingwasheldto sharetheresultsof thesurveyon theafternoonof Thursday,April 5,

2018. Staff of all levels from the Building Department,Zoning Enforcement,Planning& Zoning,

Inland Wetlands Agency, Highway Department, Sewer Department, and the Department of

EnvironmentalHealth were invited to attendvia Town Hall internal email and word of mouth.

Approximately20employeeswerein attendance.

KJR led the sessionby presentingaggregatesurveyscoresandhighlighting the permitprocessôstop

strengthsandareasfor improvementin termsof customerexperience. A brief summaryof the data

collectedduring the previouseveningôscustomerfocus group was also shared. Department-level

surveyscoreswere illustratedon a seriesof posterswhich weredisplayedaroundthe room. Staff

was given an opportunity to examinethe postersfor their own departmentsas well as any other

departmentsthat were of interestto them. Staff membersthen engagedin small and large group

discussionsaboutthedatapresented. Thepurposeof sessiononewasto give staff anopportunityto

familiarizethemselveswith their customersatisfactionscoresandsharetheir initial reactions. At the

end of the session,staff memberswere invited to take their departmentpostersback to their

departmentsfor displayandfurtherconsideration.

Session2

A secondall-staff meetingwasheldon theafternoonof Wednesday,May 2, 2018. Staff of all levels

from the Building Department,Zoning Enforcement,Planning& Zoning, Inland WetlandsAgency,

Highway Department,SewerDepartment,andthe Departmentof EnvironmentalHealthwereagain

invited to attendvia Town Hall internal email and word of mouth. Approximately25 employees

werein attendance.

KJR led the sessionby providing a brief review of the aggregatecustomersatisfactionscoresand

high-level suggestionsfrom thecustomerfocusgroup. Staff thenparticipatedin a facilitatedprocess

during which they mappedandevaluatedthe permit processcustomerexperienceandbrainstormed

ideasfor improvement.

Introduction
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Phase IV ïRecommendations

Finally,KJRôsconsultantscollaboratedto createa formal list of recommendationsthatBuilding andrelated

departmentscould implementto improvethepermitapplicationprocesscustomerexperience. Thefinal list

of recommendationswasformulatedbasedon:

ÅSatisfactionscoresandcustomercommentscollectedvia thesurvey;

ÅCustomerchallengesandsuggestionscollectedvia thecustomerfocusgroup;

ÅStaffôsevaluationandideasfor improvementcollectedvia theprocessimprovementsessions;

ÅConsultantsôpersonalexperienceduringthemock-permitapplicationexercise;

ÅConsultantsôpersonalobservationduringonsitesurveyadministration;

ÅResearchon the permit processesof at least three comparabletowns in Connecticut and

Massachusetts; and

ÅNearly20yearsof experiencein processimprovementconsultingandcustomerservicetraining.

Introduction
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Recommendation #1

Recommendation: Establishand implementa communicationstrategyto keep customersinformed

abouttheimprovementsbeingundertakenandprogressmade.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Clarity of Written Information,TaskAccomplishment,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: Customerfocusgroupparticipantsspecificallyrequestedthatñsummerhoursònot

be observedwithin the Building and relateddepartments(p. 182). According to

staff, summerhourswereeliminatedseveralyearsago. This illustratestheneedto

clearlycommunicatechangesin orderto increasecustomerawareness.

Description: 1. Send an initial email to survey respondentswho checkedñYes,you may

contactmeòthanking them for their feedbackand asking them to opt-in to

receivingfuturecommunicationsaboutprogressupdates.

2. Add anemail sign-up form to theTown websiteto allow othercustomerswho

would like to receiveprogressupdatesanopportunityto opt-in.

3. Email themailing list at the startof a new improvementproject,with periodic

progressreports,andwhenthenewimprovementis readyto go live.

4. Post the sameannouncementsand updateson the Town websiteand social

mediapages.

5. Displaypostersthroughoutdepartmentsannouncingthatchangeis underway.

Potential Benefits: ÅCustomersfeelingasthoughtheir feedbackwasheardandvalued.

Å Increasedcustomerawarenessof theimprovementsbeingimplemented.

ÅPositivePRfor Town Hall.

Å Increasedcommitmentand follow-through on the part of staff due to public

accountability.

Potential Obstacles: ÅLack of ownership,coordination,and follow-through on the communication

strategy

ÅLack of necessarytechnicalskills

Examples: None

Recommendations

Communications
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Recommendation #2

Recommendation: Reviewandrevisepaperformsandinstructionsfor clarity.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Clarity of Written Information,TaskAccomplishment

Supporting Data: ÅClarity of written informationwasidentifiedasanareafor improvement

(p. 6) with anaggregatescoreof 3.87andfour out of sevendepartments

scoringin theyellow range(p. 68).

ÅAnother 12 commentsstating that forms and written information was

unclear,confusing,or hardto understandin conjunctionwith a low ratingon

theñHowclear waswritteninformation?òquestion(p. 86, 101, 115, 143,

171).

ÅKJR consultantsalsofound that the formsandinstructionswerenot always

clear to a person without previous experienceduring the mock-permit

applicationwalk-through.

Description: Becausestaffôsexperienceandfamiliarity maymakeit difficult for themto see

written communicationsfrom a beginnersperspective,we recommendusing

externalconsultantsor customervolunteersto conducta thoroughreviewof all

written instructionsandforms. Suchreview shouldincludethe following and

otherfactors:

ÅClarity andeaseof use

ÅProperandconsistentlevel of depthof instructions

ÅConsistentvernacularacrossdepartments

ÅReductionin overallnumberof pageswherepossible

ÅReductionof redundantquestions(i.e. nameandpropertyaddress)

It is understoodthat the Town is currently working on creating an online

permit application(Recommendation#4). The review of paperforms should

takeplaceeitherprior to, or in conjunctionwith, thedevelopmentof theonline

applicationbecausehavingclarified forms will supportthe developmentof a

clear, user-friendly online application. Secondly, some customers will

inevitablystill preferto submitapaperapplication.

Potential Benefits: Å Increasecustomersatisfaction.

ÅSavestaff time by reducingtheneedfor extensivecustomerhand-holding

ÅSavemoneyby reducingpaperconsumption

Potential Obstacles: ÅTime andexpenseof conductionthoroughreview

ÅAvailability of externalreviewer(s)

ÅStaff resistance

Examples: None

Recommendations
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Recommendation #3

Recommendation: Acceptcreditcardsin all departments.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
TaskAccomplishment,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅThe suggestionto acceptcredit cardsin all departmentswasmentionedat

least once in responseto the ñAdditionalfeedbackand suggestionsò

question(p. 76).

ÅAcceptingcreditcardsin all departmentwasalsoexploredasa priority idea

duringthestaff processimprovementsession(p. 198).

Description: ÅPurchaseor leasetheproperequipmentfor eachdepartment.

ÅEstablishnewor modify existingmerchantaccountfor paymentprocessing.

ÅPaymentinformation can be collectedthroughQualtricsso that customers

submittingonlinepermitapplications(if adopted)canalsopayonline.

Potential Benefits: Å Increasedconveniencefor customerswho are accustomedto making

paymentswith debitor creditandseldomcarrycashor checks.

ÅEasier,moresecurepaymentprocessingfor staff.

Å Increasedprocessconsistencyacrossdepartments.

Potential Obstacles: Å Lack of ownershipandfollow-through.

Examples: None

Recommendations

Technology
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Recommendation #4

Recommendation: Createanonlinepermitapplicationandinspectionschedulingprocess.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:

Wait in Line, Length of Visit, Clarity of Online Information, Task

Accomplishment,ProcessingTime,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅLengthof wait (3.82), lengthof visit (3.53), andclarity of onlineinformation

(3.54) werethethreelowestscoringquestionson thesurvey(p. 6)

ÅMaking it possible to submit permit applicationsonline was the most

frequentlygivensuggestionin thesurveyôsopencomments(n14) (p. 76).

ÅThe secondmost frequentrequestwas the ability to scheduleinspections

online(n9).

ÅAdditional commentswere made requestingconsistent/expandedhours

acrossdepartments(n3), having a grace period during which customers

would not haveto payfor parking(n2), andcreatingoneunified application

acrossdepartments(n1) (p. 76).

ÅOnline permit applicationsubmissionwas also the top priority suggestion

given within the clarity of online information categoryby customerfocus

groupparticipants(p. 189)

Description: KJR recommendsthat theTown implementan integratedsoftwaresystemthat

will allow customersto completeandsubmitpermit applicationsonline. The

Qualtricsplatform is onepotentialsolutionthat could be considered. Ideally,

theTown shouldlook for a platformthat is capableof supportingthefollowing

features:

ÅCollectingall customerinformationcurrentlyrequestedvia paperforms.

ÅRequestingmoreor lessinformationbasedonsetcriteria.

ÅCarrying information over from one type of application to another(i.e.

Building, Sewer,Highway,etc.)

ÅUploadingfiles andsupportingdocumentssuchasarchitecturalplans,etc.

ÅAcceptingsignatures.

ÅCollectingcreditcardinformationand/orprocessingcreditcardpayments.

ÅSendingnotificationsto townstaff wheninformationis submitted.

ÅSendingnotificationsbetweendepartmentswhenapprovalsareobtained.

ÅSendingnotificationsto customerswhenapprovalsareobtained.

ÅStoringall datarelatedto a projectin oneunified place.

Å Interfacingwith theTownôsexistingdatabases.

ÅMobile optimization.

Recommendations
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Potential Benefits: ÅAllowing customersto submitpermitapplications24/7 without theneedfor

increasedoffice hours. This would be especiallyhelpful to contractorsand

thosewho work dayjobswho wouldpreferto submitapplicationsduringoff

hours.

ÅAdded conveniencefor customerswho are accustomedto conducting

businessonline.

ÅReducedtime waiting in line, length of visits, foot traffic, and parking

needs,dueto fewercustomerscomingto townhall.

ÅReduceduseof paperresultingin costsavingsanddecreasedstorageneeds.

ÅReducedtime and expenseof digitizing paperfiles by collecting them in

digital formatat theoutset.

ÅReducedredundancyof datacollectedacrossdepartments.

ÅEnhancedorganizationof dataandfiles.

ÅEnhancedcommunicationanddatasharingacrossdepartments.

ÅEnhancedcommunicationwith customer.

ÅTime savedby staff handlingfewer in-personcustomerscanbe reallocated

to permitprocessingandothertasks.

ÅStreamlinedprocessmayleadto fasterapplicationprocessingtime.

ÅEnhancedreputationfor providingconvenient,high-qualityTownservices.

Potential Obstacles: ÅTime andexpenseof implementation

ÅLack of staff technicalskills

ÅStaff resistanceto change

Examples: Preview a sample online application form at the following webpage:

https://singuser08fdc57d.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_cAs7mNdhaYU8N

h3?Q_SurveyVersionID=current&Q_CHL=preview

Recommendations

Technology
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Recommendation #5

Recommendation: Provideaccessto recordsandotherdataonline.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:

Wait in Line, Length of Visit, Clarity of Online Information, Task

Accomplishment,ProcessingTime,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅAt leastfour commentsweremadesuggestingthatrecordsandotherdatabe

madeavailableonline(p. 76)

ÅTwo more comments mentioned insufficient record room hours as a

challenge(p. 75)

ÅGreateraccessibilityto recordsonlinewasalsonotedasa suggestionamong

customerfocusgroupparticipants(p. 188)

Description: Postrecordsand information suchas tax cards,zoning maps,and plot plans

onlinein a searchableformat.

Potential Benefits: Å Allowing customersto accessrecords24/7 without the needfor increased

office hours.

ÅAdded conveniencefor customerswho are accustomedto conducting

businessonline.

ÅReducedtime waiting in line, length of visits, foot traffic, and parking

needs,dueto fewercustomerscomingto townhall.

ÅReduceduseof paperresultingin costsavingsandlower storageneeds.

ÅTime savedby staff handlingfewer in-personcustomerscanbe reallocated

to othertasks.

Potential Obstacles: ÅTime andmoneyneededto digitize existingpaperfiles.

Å Investmentin technologyupgrades

Examples: See Cambridge,MAôs online zoning maps at the following webpage:

https://www.cambridgema.gov/inspection/codesandmaps

Recommendations

Technology
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Recommendation #6

Recommendation: Createa seriesof videotutorials.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:

Clarity of Written Information, Clarity of Online Information, Task

Accomplishment,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅAt least2 commentsweremaderequestingñHow-toòvideosin responseto

theñAdditionalfeedbackorsuggestionsòquestion(p. 76).

ÅYouTube videos were also requestedby membersof the customerfocus

groupin regardsto theclarity of onlineinformation(p. 188).

Description: Createa seriesof shortonlinevideosexplainingfrequentlyaskedaboutaspects

of the process. This recommendationbecomesincreasinglyimportantas the

online application platform is implemented (Recommendation#4) since

customerswill beattemptingto completetheapplicationprocesson their own

at home,and potentially during off-hourswhen Town staff is unavailableto

answerquestions.

Ideally, thevideosshouldfeatureactualdepartmentleadersandstaff members

in orderto increasecustomerfamiliarity with Town staff, maintainthe feeling

ofñpersonalizedòservice,andcreatepositivePRfor theTown. Videosshould

bepostedon YouTube,theTown website,andevenembeddeddirectly into the

onlinepermitapplicationplatform.

Giventheamountof time,effort, andexpenseinvolved,it is recommendedthat

newvideosbeaddedgraduallyover time ratherthanstriving to makethemall

availableat once.

Potential Benefits: ÅEducatecustomerson the processandthe reasonsfor certainrequirements

andregulations.

Å Increasecustomersôability to completetheapplicationprocesson their own

without assistancefrom staff.

ÅMakethepermitprocessmoreaccessibleto newcomers.

ÅSavestaff time by answeringfewercommonly-askedquestions.

ÅAccommodatecustomerswho areaccustomedto learningthroughtheuseof

onlinevideos.

ÅEstablisha moremodern,technologically-savvyimagefor Town Hall.

Potential Obstacles: Significanttime,expense,andtechnicalskills required.

Examples: See Cambridge, MAôsvideo tutorials at the following webpage:

https://www.cambridgema.gov/inspection/onlinepermitprogramhelp/instruction

alvideos/submittingpermit

Recommendations

Technology





Training
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Recommendation #7

Recommendation: Providecustomerservicetrainingto staff.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:

Friendlinessof Staff, Helpfulnessof Staff, Clarity of Verbal Information,

OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅNo fewer than36 commentsweregiven in connectionto low ratingson the

friendlinessandhelpfulnessdimensionswithin thesurvey. Thesecomments

referencednearly all (6 out of 7) of the departmentsevaluatedin this

assessment(p. 82-83, 98-99, 113-114, 126, 140-141, 168-169).

ÅAnother 14 commentswere given which specifically referencedrude or

unhelpful staff in responseto the ñAdditionalcommentsor feedbackò

question(p. 75).

ÅDuring the mock permit applicationwalk-through,KJR consultantsnoted

that staff often spokequickly and usedindustry jargon. Their extensive

knowledgeandexperiencemaymakeit somewhatchallengingto relayclear

information and instructionsto customerswho have a beginnerlevel of

knowledgeandunderstanding.

ÅDuring the onsite visits, KJR consultantsalso observedoccasionsduring

which waiting customerswere not acknowledgedby staff and a few

interactionsin which customersandstaff becamevisibly frustratedwith one

another.

Description: Suggestedtrainingcontentto includethefollowing andotherthemes:

ÅDelivering a consistentlevel of serviceto all customers(seasonedandnew

to theprocess)

ÅCommunicatingwith thecustomerin mind

ÅCreatingapositiveexperience/ offering alternatives

ÅDevelopinganddemonstratingempathy

ÅDealingwith difficult customers/ diffusing conflict

Potential Benefits: Å Increasedstaff knowledgeandskills

ÅMoreeffectivecommunicationwith customers

ÅGreaterconsistencyof service

Å Increasedcustomersatisfaction

ÅReducedstressandfrustrationfor bothcustomersandstaff

Potential Obstacles: ÅTime and budget restraints

ÅLack of buy-in and commitment from department leaders and staff

Examples: None

Recommendations

Training





Staffing
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Recommendation #8

Recommendation: Expandandunify counterhoursacrossdepartments.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Lengthof Visit, TaskAccomplishment,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅAt leastfive commentsweremadestatingthat the limited office hourswere

a challenge in responseto the ñAdditionalfeedbackand suggestionsò

question(p. 75).

ÅAt least anotherfour peoplecitedñrunning out of timeòas the primary

reasontheywerenot ableto completetheir task(p. 71).

ÅHoursof operationwasalsocited asthe biggestchallengeamongcustomer

focus groupparticipantswithin the length of visit category. Their priority

suggestionfor resolvingthis challengewas to standardizehoursacrossall

departments(p. 182-183).

Description: Establish consistentcounter hours to be observedby all building-related

departments,including records room and other ancillary offices. Ideally,

countersshouldbe opento customersduring all normalbusinesshours. It is

understoodthat staff must have time to completenumerousother tasks in

conjunctionwith processingpermitsandrunningtheir departments. However,

suchis the casewith almostany otherbusinessfrom retail establishmentsand

restaurants,to professionalofficessuchasaccountants,insuranceagencies,and

consultingfirms. In orderto accomplishthis, we recommendcreatinga clear

division betweenthe front (customerservice)and back of the house(permit

processing). Staff cantaketurnsperformingcounterduty,perhapsonedayper

week,giving their teammatesundisturbedtime at their desksor in the field.

Additional staff maybeaddedif necessary.

Potential Benefits: Å Increasedconvenienceandreducedfrustrationfor customers.

ÅShorterlinesdueto spreadingthenumberof visitorsout acrossmoretime.

ÅMore solidñuninterruptedòtime for staff memberswho arenot on counter

duty.

Recommendations

Staffing

Potential Obstacles: Å Inadequatestaffing

ÅDepartmentsôschedulingneeds

ÅStaff resistance

Examples: See Cambridge, MAôs posted hours at the following webpage: 

https://www.cambridgema.gov/inspection/buildingelectricplumbingpermits/ho

wtoapply/buildingpermits
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Recommendation #9

Recommendation: Createa conciergeperson.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:

Helpfulnessof Staff, Clarity of Verbal Information, Task Accomplishment,

OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅAt least 13 commentswere given stating that the processwas difficult,

complicated,or confusing in responseto the ñAdditionalfeedbackor

suggestionsòquestion(p. 75).

ÅThe suggestionof creating an ñaccountmanageròthat would handle an

applicationacrossdepartmentswasalsomentionedat leastonce(p. 76).

ÅAt least10 peoplecitedñIwasoverwhelmedor confusedaboutwhat todoò

asthereasontheywereunableto accomplishtheir task(p. 71).

ÅCreatinga Permit Navigatorto direct you andanswerbasicquestionswas

the priority suggestiongiven by customer focus group participants in

regardsto thewait in line category(p. 181).

ÅThe idea of designatinga personto direct customersto the correct line,

having an expeditor take customersfrom departmentto department,and

creating a concierge-type service was suggestedby staff several times

duringtheprocessimprovementsession(p. 195-197).

Description: Createa new positionwithin the building andrelateddepartmentsto act asa

first point of contactandgatekeepersimilar to a restauranthostessor check-in

stationat the DMV. This role may be filled on a rotationalbasisby existing

staff and/orby new staff hired for this role. Staff membersactingin this role

shouldbeknowledgeableenoughabouttheprocessto beableto answerbasic,

commonlyaskedquestions,handout appropriateforms, setappointmentsfor

in-depth questionsand reviews, and direct customersto the appropriate

departmentand/orline.

Potential Benefits: ÅReducedconfusionandfrustrationfor customers.

ÅCreatingthesensethatcustomersarebeingservedprior to interactingwith a

specialist.

ÅProviding a higher level of service by consistentlygiving customersa

friendly andhelpful greeting

ÅSavingcustomerstime by preventingthemfrom gettingin thewrongline.

ÅSaving staff time by handling fewer basic questions,dealing with fewer

customerswho are in the wrong line, andhavingcustomersmoreprepared

with thecorrectpaperworkprior to reachingthecounter.

Recommendations

Staffing

Potential Obstacles: ÅLack of sufficientqualifiedstaff to fulfill this role.

ÅLack of spacefor designatedconciergestation.

Examples: None



Physical Space
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Recommendation #10

Recommendation: Improvesignage.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Wait in Line, Lengthof Visit, Clarity of Written Information

Supporting Data: ÅWait in line was identified as an areafor improvementwith an aggregate

scoreof 3.82 (p. 6).

Å Improvedsignagewasrecommendedby at leastonecustomerin responseto

theñAdditionalfeedbackandsuggestionsòquestion(p. 76).

ÅEndingup in thewrongline wasalsocitedasa significantchallengeamong

customerfocusgroupparticipants(p. 180).

Description: ÅDevelop and install clear and consistentway-finding signagethroughout

Town Hall.

ÅMakepapermapsavailableat theInformationDesk.

Potential Benefits: Reduced customer frustration from getting lost, going to the wrong

department,or standingin thewrongline.

Potential Obstacles: ÅLack of space

ÅBudgetanddesignconstraints

Examples: None

Recommendations

Physical Space
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Recommendation #11

Recommendation: Createa formalizedcustomerqueueingsystem.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Wait in Line, Lengthof Visit

Supporting Data: ÅCreatinga queueingsystemwasrecommendedby at leastonecustomerin

responseto theñAdditionalfeedbackandsuggestionsòquestion(p. 76).

ÅCustomerfocusgroupparticipantssuggestedhavinga numbersystemthat

directsyou to theright line in responseto thewait in line category(p. 180).

ÅStaff suggestedcreating a number systemlike at the DMV during the

processimprovementsession(p. 195).

Description: Establisha formal customerqueueingsystemthatutilizesnumbersin eitheran

electronicor ticket-basedformat. If possible,synchronizethequeueingsystem

acrossdepartmentsto reducetheneedfor customersto wait in severallengthy

lines.

Potential Benefits: ÅReducedconfusionfor customersregardingwhich line they are in and in

which ordertheywill beserved.

Å Improved managementof customer expectationsduring extendedwait

times.

Å Increasedability to gauge efficiency of customer service and identify

possibleimprovementsby trackingnumberof customersservedandlength

of interactions.

Potential Obstacles: Å Investmentin necessarysystem/technology.

ÅStaff andcustomerlearningcurvewhile newsystemis implemented.

ÅPossibleremodelingof thephysicallayoutof department(s).

Examples: DMV queueing system.

Recommendations

Physical Space
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Recommendation #12

Recommendation: Createa customerservicefast-lane.

Key Indicator 

Impacts:
Wait in Line, Lengthof Visit, TaskAccomplishment,OverallSatisfaction

Supporting Data: ÅAt least sevenpeoplecited long lines as a challengein responseto the

ñAdditionalfeedbackandsuggestionsòquestion(p. 75).

ÅCreatingañquickòline wassuggestedby at leasttwo people(p. 76).

ÅThe samechallengeand suggestionwere also given by customerfocus

groupparticipantsin responseto thewait in line category(p. 180).

ÅKJR consultantsobservedcustomersexperiencingextendedwait times

whenbehindsomeonewith extensivequestionsandplanreviews.

Description: Createa customerfast-lanesimilar to theñ10 itemsorlessòline foundin most

supermarkets. The fast-lanesystemcanbereinforcedby increasingtheuseof

the ñbyappointmentonlyòoption. For example,by clearly distinguishing

which typesof questionsandreviewsshouldbehandledby appointmentonly,

staff manning the customer fast-lane can refer a customer with lengthy

questionsto an appointmentandquickly moveon to the next customer. This

would preventthe fast-lanefrom beingboggeddownby customerswhoseone

quick questionis morecomplicatedthanexpected.

Potential Benefits: ÅShortenedwait timesfor customerswho havequick questions,or arethere

to dropoff or pick uppaperwork.

ÅEnforcing a ñbyappointmentonlyòpolicy would give staff more control

overtheir personaltime management.

ÅGiving customerswho come in for appointmentsthe reassuranceof

knowingwhentheyaregoingto beserved,andtherefore,giving themmore

controlovertheir personaltime management.

Potential Obstacles: ÅMinor to moderateremodelingof space

ÅCreationof newpoliciesandpractices

ÅStaff resistance

Examples: Supermarket ñ10-items or lessò lane.

Recommendations

Physical Space
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Key Indicator Impacts

Recommendations

Key Indicator Impacts
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Recommendation 1: 

Communicate Changes
X X X

Recommendation 2:

Review Paper Forms
X X

Recommendation 3:

Accept Credit Cards
X X

Recommendation 4:

Online Application
X X X X X X

Recommendation 5:

Online Records
X X X X X X

Recommendation 6:

Video Tutorials
X X X X

Recommendation 7:

Customer Service Training
X X X X

Recommendation 8:

Unify Counter Hours
X X X

Recommendation 9:

Customer Concierge
X X X X

Recommendation 10:

Improve Signage
X X X

Recommendation 11:

Queueing System
X X

Recommendation 12:

Customer Fast-lane
X X X X
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How to Read Survey Data

Overview

This report is organizedso that it doesnot haveto be readchronologicallyfrom beginningto end. It is

designedto be a resourcethat allows you to easily accessthe information you needin varying levels of

detail. You can gain a high-level perspectiveby referring to the information containedin the executive

summaryandaggregatedata,or drill down to discoverfiner detailsby departmentor individual question.

This guidewill showyouhow.

Basic Hierarchy

Information in this report is arranged according to the following hierarchical structure:

Executive 
Summary

Open 
Comments

Aggregate Data

Individual 
Questions Building 

Department
Zoning 

Enforcement
Planning & 

Zoning
Inland Wetlands

Highway 
Department

Sewer 
Department

Environmental 
Health

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

Individual 
Questions

By Department

Ratings & Scales

The following rating scales and color coding have been used throughout this report:

Point Value Interpretation Color Average Score Range

5 Very Favorable Dark Green 4.2-5

4 Favorable Light Green 3.4-4.2

3 Fair Yellow 2.6-3.4

2 Needs Improvement Orange 1.8-2.6

1 Poor Dark Red 1-1.8

Customer Satisfaction Survey

How to Read this Survey Data
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Explanation of ScoreRanges

Due to the useof averaging,it is possiblefor questionand sectionscoresto fall in-betweenthe whole-

numberscoresgivenby individual participants(1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) resultingin a decimal-point score(e.g. 3.4).

This necessitatestheuseof a scorerangeratherthanexactscoreswhencorrelatingthenumericscoresto the

color codingshownabove. Scorerangeswerecalculatedby dividing the total point range(5ï1 = 4 points

total) by the numberof possibleratings(5) for a point rangeof 0.8 per rating. Color-codedpoint ranges

weredistributedasshownbelow.

Section Overviews

Each category section starts with an overview.

Each overview has a 

color-coded score

which is the average 

of all question 

ratings within the 

section.

Individual question 

scores are listed for a 

quick overview of 

the sectionôs ratings. If you want more 

details about a 

question, turn to the 

page number listed.

Refer to the color 

coding to quickly 

spot scoring trends.

(Poor) (Needs Improvement) (Fair) (Favorable) (Very Favorable)

Customer Satisfaction Survey

How to Read this Survey Data
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Rated Question Blocks

Each rated question has a block of information. 

The color coded 

scoreshows the 

average of all ratings 

given for that 

question.

A Pie Chart shows 

the percentage of 

respondents who 

gave each rating.

The legendshows 

you the rating 

options respondents 

chose from with the 

equivalent numeric 

score shown in 

parentheses.
This box shows you 

how many people 

responded to the 

question in red.  

Response counts are 

also broken down by 

respondent type.

The gray band at the top displays the department and question.

The Bar Graph shows the average scores given by different 

respondent types.  

Additional Comments

Some questions asked respondents for additional comments if they gave a rating of 2 or below.

All comments are 

displayed verbatim 

as written by the 

respondent.

Color coded 

scores show the 

rating given with 

each negative 

comment.

If a respondent refers to a comment they made previously, it will be 

marked so you can refer back to it easily.

Customer Satisfaction Survey

How to Read this Survey Data
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Open Comments

Respondents also had the opportunity to leave additional comments, feedback, or suggestions.

Comment Themesare displayed for both 

positive and negative comments. The 

number of times each theme was mentioned 

is shown in parenthesis

The pie chart shows 

the percentage of 

respondents who 

made comments and 

whether they were 

positive, negative, 

mixed, or neutral in 

nature.

This box shows you 

the number of 

comment responses 

received.

Customer Satisfaction Survey

How to Read this Survey Data
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Type of Visitor

Number of Responses 454

Homeowners 203

Contractors 127

Permit Expeditors 14

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 31

Others 79

Homeowner

Contractor

Permit Expeditor

Attorney/Land-Use Specialist

Other*

*Other responses are detailed in the following block

Type of Visitor

OTHER Comments
Å Architect (17)

Å Realtor (12)

Å Town resident (3)

Å Friend of homeowner (2)

Å Applicant (1)

Å Appraiser (1)

Å Architect employee (1)

Å Assistant (1)

Å Civil Engineer (1)

Å Commercial Broker (1)

Å Consultant (1)

Å Contractor (1)

Å Design builder (1)

Å Electrical apprentice (1)

Å Event producer (1)

Å Tenant resident (1)

Å Visitor (1)

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Respondent Demographics



Department visited: (check all that apply)

Number of Responses 363

Homeowners 137

Contractors 121

Permit Expeditors 12

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 29

Others 60

58

Have you been through the permit application process in the past?

Number of Responses 412

Homeowners 174

Contractors 125

Permit Expeditors 14

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 30

Others 68

This is my first time

2-5 times

6-15 times

More than 15 times

Building Department

Zoning Enforcement

Planning & Zoning

Inland Wetlands Agency

Highway Department

Sewer Department

Environmental Health

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Respondent Demographics
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4.06
Out of 5

Breakdown by Question* Breakdown by Department**

Wait in line 3.82 p. 63 Building Department 4.10 p. 79

Length of visit 3.53 p. 64 Zoning Enforcement 4.13 p. 95

Friendly staff 4.50 p. 65 Planning & Zoning 4.10 p. 109

Helpful staff 4.51 p. 66 Inland Wetlands Agency 4.05 p. 123

Clear information - VERBAL 4.10 p. 67 Highway Department 3.95 p. 137

Clear information - WRITTEN 3.87 p. 68 Sewer Department 4.11 p. 151

Clear information - ONLINE 3.54 p. 69 Environmental Health 3.84 p. 165

Accomplish task 4.26 p. 70

Processed within timeframe 4.20 p. 72

How Satisfied 4.29 p. 73

Aggregate Customer Satisfaction Score

**See Appendix A for Summary of Survey 

Scores

*All aggregate scores are weighted to reflect 

number of respondents per department

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Aggregate Data
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Aggregate: What was the primary purpose of your visit?

Number of Responses 503

Homeowners 172

Contractors 196

Permit Expeditors 18

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 42

Others 75

*Other responses are detailed in department sections

Breakdown by Department

Building Department p. 80 Highway Department p. 138

Zoning Enforcement p. 96 Sewer Department p. 152

Planning & Zoning p. 110 Environmental Health p. 166

Inland Wetlands Agency p. 124

Get information

Drop off paperwork

Submit a permit application

Pick up permit

Other*

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Aggregate Data



Aggregate: Approximately how long did you wait in line?

Number of Responses 506

Homeowners 164

Contractors 208

Permit Expeditors 19

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 42

Others 70

63
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3.70

3.75

4.11

4.12

4.00

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Homeowners

There was no wait (5)

Less than 5 minutes (4)

5 to 10 minutes (3)

10 to 20 minutes (2)

More than 20 minutes (1)

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each RatingAverage Score

ñLess than 10 minutesò

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 3.62 p. 81 Highway Department 4.67 p. 139

Zoning Enforcement 3.78 p. 97 Sewer Department 5.00 p. 153

Planning & Zoning 3.94 p. 111 Environmental Health 4.38 p. 167

Inland Wetlands Agency 4.08 p. 125

3.82
Out of 5

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Aggregate: How long was your visit?

Number of Responses 496

Homeowners 160

Contractors 207

Permit Expeditors 19

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 42

Others 68

64

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 3.47 p. 81 Highway Department 3.88 p. 139

Zoning Enforcement 3.58 p. 97 Sewer Department 4.38 p. 153

Planning & Zoning 3.38 p. 111 Environmental Health 4.05 p. 167

Inland Wetlands Agency 3.59 p. 125

Average Score

ñAbout or a little shorter 

than I expectedò

Much shorter than I expected (5)

A little shorter than I expected (4)

About what I expected (3)

A little longer than I expected (2)

Much longer than I expected (1)

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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3.38

3.59

3.89

3.38

3.63

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

3.53
Out of 5

Homeowners
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Aggregate Data



Aggregate: How FRIENDLY was the staff you spoke to?

Number of Responses 468

Homeowners 143

Contractors 198

Permit Expeditors 18

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 42

Others 67

65

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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4.24

4.61

4.56

4.60

4.66

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.46 p. 82 Highway Department 4.33 p. 140

Zoning Enforcement 4.63 p. 98 Sewer Department 4.50 p. 154

Planning & Zoning 4.51 p. 112 Environmental Health 4.26 p. 168

Inland Wetlands Agency 4.46 p. 126

4.50
Out of 5

Homeowners

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.49 p. 83 Highway Department 4.33 p. 143

Zoning Enforcement 4.55 p. 99 Sewer Department 4.57 p. 155

Planning & Zoning 4.58 p. 113 Environmental Health 4.32 p. 169

Inland Wetlands Agency 4.42 p. 127

Aggregate: How HELPFUL was the staff you spoke to?

Number of Responses 457

Homeowners 141

Contractors 196

Permit Expeditors 16

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 41

Others 63

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating

5

4
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2
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4.23

4.61

4.56

4.66

4.67

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

4.51
Out of 5

Homeowners

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Aggregate: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïVERBAL

Number of Responses 401

Homeowners 125

Contractors 167

Permit Expeditors 14

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 36

Others 56

67

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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3.84

4.20

4.50

4.28

4.20

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.49 p. 85 Highway Department 4.00 p. 142

Zoning Enforcement 3.59 p. 100 Sewer Department 3.50 p. 156

Planning & Zoning 4.42 p. 114 Environmental Health 3.31 p. 170

Inland Wetlands Agency 3.30 p. 128

4.10
Out of 5

Homeowners

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Aggregate: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïWRITTEN

Number of Responses 264

Homeowners 84

Contractors 125

Permit Expeditors 7

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 20

Others 26

68

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.25 p. 86 Highway Department 3.00 p. 143

Zoning Enforcement 3.27 p. 101 Sewer Department 3.00 p. 157

Planning & Zoning 4.26 p. 115 Environmental Health 3.42 p. 171

Inland Wetlands Agency 3.21 p. 129

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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3.52

4.04

4.00

3.90

4.08

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

3.87
Out of 5

Homeowners
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Aggregate: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïONLINE

Number of Responses 110

Homeowners 32

Contractors 47

Permit Expeditors 2

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 13

Others 16

69

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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2.97

3.85

3.00

3.92

3.50

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 3.58 p. 87 Highway Department 4.00 p. 144

Zoning Enforcement 4.16 p. 102 Sewer Department N/A p. 158

Planning & Zoning 2.95 p. 116 Environmental Health 2.40 p. 172

Inland Wetlands Agency 3.75 p. 130

3.54
Out of 5

Homeowners

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.30 p. 89 Highway Department 4.14 p. 145

Zoning Enforcement 4.39 p. 103 Sewer Department 3.75 p. 159

Planning & Zoning 4.01 p. 117 Environmental Health 4.20 p. 173

Inland Wetlands Agency 4.40 p. 131

Aggregate: Did you successfully accomplish your task?

Number of Responses 466

Homeowners 146

Contractors 200

Permit Expeditors 17

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 38

Others 65

Average Score

ñYes, I accomplished my task.ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating

Yes, I accomplished 

my task (5)

I made sufficient 

progress (3)

I was unable to 

accomplish my task (1)

A
v
e

ra
g
e
 R

a
ti
n

g
s

b
y
 R

e
s
p

o
n
d
e
n
t 
T

y
p

e

3.97

4.31

4.65

4.84

4.29

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

4.26
Out of 5

Homeowners

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Aggregate: What prevented you from accomplishing your task?

Number of Responses 45

Homeowners 18

Contractors 19

Permit Expeditors 0

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 0

Others 8

I ran out of time

I was overwhelmed or confused 

about what needed to be done

I was missing necessary information 

or documentation

Other*

*Other responses are detailed in department sections

Breakdown by Department

Building Department p. 89 Highway Department p. 145

Zoning Enforcement p. 103 Sewer Department p. 159

Planning & Zoning p. 117 Environmental Health p. 173

Inland Wetlands Agency p. 131

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Aggregate Data



Aggregate: Once you paid your application fee, was your PERMIT APPLICATION 

processed within the stated time frame? 

Number of Responses 20

Homeowners 2

Contractors 7

Permit Expeditors 0

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 3

Others 8

72

Average Score

ñYes.ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating

Yes (5)

No (1)
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5.00

4.43

N/A

2.33

4.50

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.00 p. 91 Highway Department 3.00 p. 146

Zoning Enforcement 5.00 p. 104 Sewer Department N/A p. 160

Planning & Zoning 5.00 p. 118 Environmental Health N/A p. 174

Inland Wetlands Agency 5.00 p. 132

4.20
Out of 5

Homeowners
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Breakdown by Department

Building Department 4.38 p. 91 Highway Department 4.13 p. 147

Zoning Enforcement 4.33 p. 105 Sewer Department 4.19 p. 161

Planning & Zoning 3.95 p. 119 Environmental Health 4.22 p. 175

Inland Wetlands Agency 4.26 p. 133

Aggregate: Overall, how satisfied are you with your visit?

Number of Responses 249

Homeowners 85

Contractors 96

Permit Expeditors 10

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 18

Others 40

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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4.29
Out of 5

5

4

3

2

1

4.07

4.33

4.50

4.83

4.40

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Homeowners
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Sample Comments

ñI was pleasantly surprised to know that getting a building and zoning permit was easy.  Staff 

heled me navigate through items I am not trained in and am learning about my home, 

property, etc.  I look forward to going again when doing work to my home.ò

ñI have been a designer/builder for nearly 20 years.  This is our first project in Greenwich.  I 

was extremely pleased with the efficiency of the process and how helpful the various 

departments were in expediting the application submittals.  A pleasure!ò

ñEveryone is very professional and easy to work with at Greenwich Town Hall.ò

ñI am an architect practicing in the Fairfield County area for many years.  I would rate the 

Greenwich Building Department as the best and most professional to work with in the area!  

They are terrific!ò

ñThe permit process and the inspectors are very professional, and the process is very 

efficient!ò

ñI find the staff to be quite knowledgeable and willing to help.ò

ñI have submitted many permit applications for new homes in Greenwich.  I feel if your 

paperwork is complete you will have no issues.ò

ñThe amount of TIME, engineering, architecture, and overall expense to accomplish the 

permit process is by far the most difficult of any of the towns I have worked in.  Also, the 

zoning requirements are very confusing.ò

ñRegulations are totally confusing and discretionary.  The ability to get a definitive answer is 

impossible due to the ambiguity of a ñspecial permitò being required for almost everything.  

The outcome is unpredictable, and the risk, time, and money spent is unacceptable.ò

ñInter-agency communication is minimal; overall approvals process in town is 

COMPLICATED, time-consuming and expensiveò

5 4 3 2 1

4.25 out of 5 stars

Q: Overall, how satisfied are you 

with your visit?

*See Appendix B for Survey Raw Comment Data

Customer Satisfaction Survey
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Aggregate: Additional comments, feedback, or suggestions?

Number of Responses 137

Homeowners 48

Contractors 57

Permit Expeditors 4

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 8

Others 19

Positive

Mixed

Negative

Neutral

No Comment

Comment Themes

Positive Negative

Å Helpful staff (37)

Å Friendly staff (13)

Å Professional staff (6)

Å Improvement has been made (5)

Å Easy process (4)

Å Knowledgeable staff (4)

Å Efficient process (2)

Å Expedited permits (2)

Å Like computer call in system (2)

Å Better than other towns (1)

Å Fast process (1)

Å Consistent office hours (1)

Å Takes too long/Time consuming (15)

Å Expensive (11)

Å Difficult/Complicated process(10)

Å Unhelpful staff (8)

Å Long lines (7)

Å Rude staff (6)

Å Inefficiency (5)

Å Limited hours (5)

Å Conflicting/Wrong/Unavailable information (7)

Å Bureaucracy/Red tape (4)

Å Delays (4)

Å Inspection scheduling (4)

Å Too many regulations (4)

Å Technology out of date (4)

Å Fear of retribution if complaints are made (3)

Å No interagency communication (3)

Å Unreasonable requirements (3)

Å Confusing process (3)

Å Not enough staff (2)

Å Pushed from department to department (2)*See Appendix B for Survey Raw Comment Data

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Aggregate Data



76

Aggregate: Additional comments, feedback, or suggestions?

Number of Responses 137

Homeowners 48

Contractors 57

Permit Expeditors 4

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 8

Others 19

Suggestions

No suggestions

Summary of Suggestions

Å Submit permit applications online (14)

Å Schedule inspections online/post inspection schedule 

online (9)

Å Look at New Canaanôs online process (6)

Å Share info across departments (4)

Å Have consistent hours across departments (3)

Å Give easier access to info/records ïmake available 

online (4)

Å Revise/reduce/simplify regulations & requirements (3)

Å Post ñhow toò tutorials online (2)

Å Accept flash drives instead of CDs (2)

Å Increase records room hours (2)

Å Have a grace period for parking (2)

Å Provide clearer instructions (2)

Å Accept credit cards in all departments (1)

Å Clarify staff roles and responsibilities (1)

Å Improve website (1)

Å Create a ñquickò line at Zoning Enforcement/Reduce 

wait time at ZE counter (2)

Å Create account managers who handle entire project 

across departments (1)

Å Create queuing system (1)

Å Have large format printer available (1)

Å Clarify who has final say on issues that arise between 

departments (1)

Å Separate place to handle issues with departments (1)

Å Hire third party inspection company (1)

Å Hire interns to help with backlog (1)

Å Hire more tech-savvy staff (1)

Å Improve hallway signage (1)

Å Longer counter at P&Z to roll out plans (1)

Å Look at Stamfordôs process (1)

Å Make forms available elsewhere in Town Hall for when 

Building Department is closed (1)

Å Make one unified application (1)

Å Hire more planners (1)

Å Reduce number of paper copies of plans needed (1)

Å Remove table in P&Z waiting area (1)

Å Same day/next day permit pick up (1)

Å Synchronize Building Dept. clock with hall clock (1)

Å Take permit related requests over the phone (1)

Å Train inspectors to do all trades (1)

Å Train staff on tech (1)

Å Wait until 1:00 to go to lunch (1)

*See Appendix B for Survey Raw Comment Data
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4.10
Out of 5

Building Department

Customer Satisfaction Score

Breakdown by Question

What was the primary purpose of your visit? N/A p. 80

Approximately how long did you wait in line? 3.62 p. 81

How long was your visit? 3.47 p. 81

How FRIENDLY was the staff you spoke to? 4.46 p. 82

How HELPFUL was the staff you spoke to? 4.49 p. 83

How CLEAR was any information, instructions, or forms you received? - VERBAL 4.49 p. 85

How CLEAR was any information, instructions, or forms you received? - WRITTEN 4.25 p. 86

How CLEAR was any information, instructions, or forms you received? - ONLINE 3.58 p. 87

Did you successfully accomplish your task? 4.30 p. 89

Was your application processed within the stated timeframe? 4.00 p. 91

Overall, how satisfied are you with your visit? 4.38 p. 91

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Building Department
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Building Department: What was the primary purpose of your visit?

Number of Responses 240

Homeowners 79

Contractors 104

Permit Expeditors 10

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 17

Others 30

*Other responses are detailed in the following block 

Get information

Drop off paperwork

Submit a permit application

Pick up permit

Other*

Building Department: What was the primary purpose of your visit?  

OTHER comments

ñDiscuss inspection scheduling.ò

ñStatus update of our permit process.ò

ñFollow up on permit.ò

ñSchedule inspection.ò

ñPick up sign off sheet for new permit application.ò

ñAsk questions to understand final inspections.ò

ñClosed permit.ò

ñPick up C.O.ò

ñCheck C.O. status.ò

ñAsk about permit status.ò

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Building Department



Building Department: How long was your visit?

Number of Responses 230

Homeowners 72

Contractors 103

Permit Expeditors 10

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 16

Others 29

3.47
Out of 5

Average Score

ñAbout or a little shorter 

than I expectedò

81

Building Department: Approximately how long did you wait in line?

Number of Responses 234

Average Ratings

by Respondent Type

Homeowners 75

Contractors 104

Permit Expeditors 10

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 16

Others 29
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3.47

3.62

3.80

3.94

3.79

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

There was no wait (5)

Less than 5 minutes (4)

5 to 10 minutes (3)

10 to 20 minutes (2)

More than 20 minutes (1)

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each RatingAverage Score

ñLess than 10 minutesò

3.62
Out of 5

Much shorter than I expected (5)

A little shorter than I expected (4)

About what I expected (3)

A little longer than I expected (2)

Much longer than I expected (1)

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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3.26

3.51

3.90

3.31

4.00

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others
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Building Department: How FRIENDLY was the staff you spoke to?

Number of Responses 217

Average Ratings

by Respondent Type

Homeowners 64

Contractors 99

Permit Expeditors 9

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 16

Others 29

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating

5

4

3

2

1

A
v
e

ra
g
e
 R

a
ti
n

g
s

b
y
 R

e
s
p

o
n
d
e
n
t 
T

y
p

e

4.20

4.57

4.56

4.56

4.62

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Building Department: In regards to how FRIENDLY the staff was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

2 ñThe staff member was not very friendly.ò

2 ñStaff seemed bothered by having to work.ò

2 ñOne staff is always helpful and kind, one not so much.ò

2 ñMore busy with Super Bowl square betting than taking care of people waiting at the front desk.ò 

1
ñItôs like a motor vehicle department.  Typical government workers who donôt care about their job and no 

giddy up on their part.  If they had to work in private sector they would be out of a job.ò

2
öñI would not say they were helpful.  They were all business.  They are used to dealing with experienced 

builders and probably not inexperienced homeowners so they were not quite knowledgeable of explaining 

requirements to homeowner.ò

2
ñI got the sense that since I wasnôt a ñregularò, that I was going to be more trouble, not knowing how the 

process worked.  While no one was actually rude, I couldnôt help but feel as though I was imposing in some 

abstract way.ò

2 ñExpected that the visitor understood the permit process and were not willing to educate.

2
ööñBuilding department was very helpful ïwould give them a 5. Sewer was mostly helpful ïwould give them a 

3.  Highway was difficult and would not listen or look deeper into things at all.  I would give them a 0.

Customer Satisfaction Survey

Building Department



Building Department: How HELPFUL was the staff you spoke to?

Number of Responses 212

Homeowners 64

Contractors 98

Permit Expeditors 9

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 15

Others 26
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Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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4.22

4.61

4.67

4.60

4.58

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Building Department: In regards to how HELPFUL the staff was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

1 ñThey need to lose the attitude.ò

2 ñSee last response.ò (Denoted by ö)

2 ñThe staff had not made any progress from my prior visit.ò

2 ñStaff was doing everything in slow motion.ò

2 ñNot willing to explain the process.ò

2

ñItôs hard to rate all the staff in one answer.  There was a guy who takes the permit applications who could 

not have been more helpful.  I was applying for a permit after I installed a fireplace ïmy mistake ïbut he 

was still happy to help me and streamline the process.  He told me to got to the lady next to him to submit 

my paperwork.  He said it was not complicated.  She could not have been more difficult or more annoyed 

with me as I obviously didnôt know exactly what to do.  She said she was used to working with people who 

do it all the time and was annoyed with me.  It was like there was an insiders club and I wasnôt a member.  

She was angry and made me feel stupid.  The building department should be open to everyone, not just 

the people who are buddy-buddy with those who work there.  I began to feel that some people at the Town 

Hall think they are doing me a favor talking to me.ò

2 ñSame as last comment.ò (Denoted by öö)  

(Continued on next page)
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(Continued) Building Department: In regards to how HELPFUL the staff was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

2

ñApparently there are three different departments in the same general space, or at least customers interact 

with them in the same space.  All of the employees can plainly hear and see what is going on, but when I 

was done in one area, I was told to wait for the next person.  I sat for nearly 30 minutes until I finally went 

up and asked what I had to do next.  Then the person who was sitting there ïfully aware of my presence ï

got up and helped me.  There is no collaboration, no hand-off, no sensitivity to the customer, and unless 

youôre a contractor or an attorney or work for one and know the staff, no one seems to care.  Worst of all, 

the managers (Iôm assuming they are managers because they had private offices) were all engaged in idle 

chatter, completely indifferent to what was going on in their departments and setting a tone for the 

employees.  As a taxpayer, thatôs very troubling.ò
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Building Department
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Building Department: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïVERBAL

Number of Responses 183

Homeowners 56

Contractors 84

Permit Expeditors 7

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 12

Others 24

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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4.34

4.48

4.86

4.50

4.75

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Building Department: In regards to how clear VERBAL information was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

1 ñThere was no verbal info.ò

2 ñThey speak as few words as possible.ò

2
ñI received the same information as prior visits.  After executing the prior requests and dropping off all 

required paperwork, no consistency had been maintained.  All departments seemed confused as to what 

was discussed on the previous visit.ò

2 ñNot willing to explain the process.ò

2 ñPoorly trained town employees.ò

2
ñThe majority of the people you serve are contractors who know what the process is.  For a homeowner, it 

was very frustrating to get a clear understanding of the process.  My visit was in 2016, but I imagine this 

continues.  The gentleman with the ponytail was the most helpful.ò

4.49
Out of 5
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Building Department: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïWRITTEN

Number of Responses 125

Average Ratings

by Respondent Type

Homeowners 39

Contractors 65

Permit Expeditors 3

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 5

Others 13

4.25
Out of 5

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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4.00

4.38

4.33

4.00

4.31

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Building Department: In regards to how clear WRITTEN information was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

2
ñThe information was not very clear or accurate.  I was told to drop something off at Highway in writing 

from the Highway Division.  In fact, the information needed to be dropped off at Zoning so that it could go 

through engineering and then end up at highway.ò

2 ñNot willing to explain the process.ò

2 ñUnless you fill out those forms every week, itôs not clear what is being asked for.ò

1 ñConvoluted and confusing instructions.ò

2
ñI think some of the forms need to be updated or revised.  I was just pulling a low voltage permit for a fire 

security and carbon monoxide system for a residence.ò
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Building Department: How CLEAR was any information, instructions, 

or forms you received? ïONLINE

Number of Responses 53

Homeowners 15

Contractors 27

Permit Expeditors 1

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 4

Others 6

3.58
Out of 5

Average Score

ñOn a scale of 1 to 5ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating
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3.07

3.85

4.00

3.50

3.67

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

Building Department: In regards to how clear ONLINE information was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

2 ñInformation is often inaccurate.  Forms are missing or outdated and difficult to find.ò

1 ñWebsite was difficult to find info I needed.  I still needed to call and get answers.ò

2 ñWebsite not current.ò

2
ñThe online information could be confusing at times.  I get calls often from homeowners who are reading 

about it online.ò

2 ñSystem should be entirely online or entirely analog.ò

2

ñI wish the permitting process was more automatic and online friendly.  Personal face to face involvement 

by the homeowner or representative is almost always required.  It seems the town encourages the 

involvement of all sorts of service professionals to process even the simplest applications.  And the town 

employees seem to have a close relationship with these professionals (engineers, inspectors, etc.).ò

1 ñThere is not much information online.ò

1 ñI could not find information that was relevant to what I needed to do.ò

1 ñCould not print info.ò

(Continued on next page)
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(Continued) Building Department: In regards to how clear ONLINE information was, 

you gave a rating of Ò 2.  Please tell us why.

2
ñInformation online is not what you are told in person.  You do all that is required only to find out when you 

think itôs completed. ñOh yeah, thereôs one more thingéò

2 ñNot much is accessible.  Process is not clearly laid out.  Permit registry should be accessible online.ò

2
ñItôs a little tricky to search the 3 databases and have to determine all the previous ownersô last names to 

search.  When I did, I found one that was spelled differently than the tax card, so if I hadnôt tried address 

and name I would have missed it.ò

2
ñAt least online I can re-read the forms and instructions because they start from a point of familiarity.  For a 

homeowner/taxpayer not familiar with the process on a daily basis, the forms and instructions are difficult 

to follow.ò
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Building Department: Did you successfully accomplish your task?

Number of Responses 209

Homeowners 62

Contractors 97

Permit Expeditors 8

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 14

Others 28

89

Average Score

ñYes, I accomplished my task.ò

Percentage of Respondents Who Gave Each Rating

Yes, I accomplished 

my task (5)

I made sufficient 

progress (3)

I was unable to 

accomplish my task (1)
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4.06

4.36

4.75

4.71

4.29

Homeowners

Permit Expeditors

Contractors

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists

Others

4.30
Out of 5

Building Department: What prevented you from accomplishing your task?

Number of Responses 18

Homeowners 7

Contractors 8

Permit Expeditors 0

Attorney/Land-Use Specialists 0

Others 3

I ran out of time

I was overwhelmed or confused 

about what needed to be done

I was missing necessary information 

or documentation

Other*

*Other responses are detailed in the following block 
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